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5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 
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Application Papers 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-3 and 5-26 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

2. In the response to the last office action, the applicant changed the scope of the claims by 
adding "network client, unknown to and dissimilar from the network host(s)" to all independent 
claims. As a result, a final amendment is necessitated even if the examiner provides a new art 
rejection. The examiner acknowledges that no new matter has been added by this amendment. 

3. The examiner accepts the alternate language provided. The 112 claims are withdrawn. 

4. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., "bidding 
process utilized by the financial resolution center (P. 8, lines 15-16) are not recited in the rejected 
claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the 
specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 

USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). Similarly, the claims do not recite related limitations such as bid 
awarding and that a proposal cannot be broken up into tasks awarded to multiple hosts (P. 8, 
lines 23-27). 

5. The applicant alleges that Kraft does not mention a network client. Kraft states that "the 
coordinating computer (Fig. 1, #102) receives the aggregate computing task (Fig. 5, #504). . . An 
operator may. . . download the task onto the computer from a remote site (col. 6, line 65 - col. 7, 
line 5)." The examiner reads this remote computer as the requesting client. The server computer 
then divides the task into subtasks for the network hosts to request (col. 7, lines 5-15 and 30-45). 
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6. The applicant alleges that Kraft does not disclose the various computers to be dissimilar 
to each other. Kraft teaches this quite clearly (col. 4, lines 29-40). The examiner interprets that 
the client mentioned above may be a different make and model from the host mentioned above. 

7. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., "a computer 
cannot be both a client and a host (P. 9, lines 12-14) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). 
Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification 
are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 
1993). The term "dissimilar" does not differentiate computers into specific roles; a computer 
may be a buyer for one task/transaction, and a seller for another. If the applicant wishes to 
specify that a host will always be a host and a client will always be a client, then the language 
must be changed to reflect that. 

8. The applicant alleges that Kraft does not teach anonymity, i.e. that the client does not 
know the host (claim 1) and that the host does not know the client (claim 25). The examiner has 
determined the need to search for this new limitation. Therefore, the old rejection has been 
withdrawn, and a new rejection has been issued in response to the limitation. 

9. In response to applicants argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., "each 
computer must be anonymous to one another (P. 11, lines 4-5)") are not recited in the rejected 
claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the 
specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 
USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). The claims specify that the hosts may not know the client 
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identities, and vice versa, but the hosts may still know the identities of the other hosts, and the 
clients may still know the identities of the other clients, and the server may still know the 
identities of both. Further, the anonymity does not preclude a relationship between a host and a 
client. 

10. For the reasons above, this action is final. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1 1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

12. Claims 1-3, 5-12, 17, 25, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kraft et al. (6,1 12,225) in view of May (6,421,653). 

13. For claims 1, 12, 17, 25 and 26, Kraft teaches a system (see abstract) for identifying and 
binding a process (col. 1, lines 5-20), said system comprising a network server (Fig. 1, #102) 
adapted to receive (Fig. 5, #504) a payload (col. 2, lines 14-16) from a network client (col. 7, 
lines 1-8; remote computer) over a network (Fig. 1, #104), wherein the payload comprises a 
request for process execution associated with a task (col. 1, lines 5-20), and wherein the server is 
further adapted to evaluate the payload (col. 6, line 60 - col. 7, line 30), create an agent from the 
payload (Fig. 5, #506), and forward the agent (Fig. 5, #510)to a network host (Fig. 1, #106), 
dissimilar from the network client (col. 4, lines 29-40) for process execution associated with the 
agent (Fig. 6). 
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14. Kraft does teach security considerations (col. 10, lines 5-35), but does not expressly 
disclose that the network client and network host are anonymous from each other. May teaches a 
method (abstract) of process execution requests associated with tasks (col. 1, line 30 - col. 7, line 
50) and coordination between a client (Fig. 1, #20_1), network server (Fig. 1, #12), and host 
(Fig. 1, #20_4) in which anonymity between buyers and sellers is maintained (Fig. 15). At the 
time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have used May's anonymous 
automated auction method in Kraft's automated auction in order to better ensure fairness (col. 
43, lines 45-50). 

1 5. For claim 2, Kraft teaches that the network is a heterogeneous network (col. 4, lines 10- 
20, 40-50). 

16. For claim 3, Kraft teaches that the heterogeneous network comprises a network of 
computational devices (Fig. 1). 

17. For claim 5, Kraft teaches that the network of computational devices comprises a network 
of multiple platforms (col. 4, lines 29-40). 

1 8. For claim 6, Kraft teaches that the network server comprises a computational device (Fig. 
2, #102). 

19. For claim 7, Kraft teaches that the network server comprises a processor (col 4, lines 20- 
30), a storage device (Fig. 3, #306; col. 3, line 50 - col. 6, line 10), an evaluating program 
adapted to analyze the payload (Fig. 2, #214), and a binding program adapted to create an agent 
from the payload (col. 4, line 60 - col. 5, line 2). 

20. For claim 8, Kraft teaches that the payload comprises a set of programming instructions, 
wherein the set of programming instructions are associated with the process execution (col. 6, 
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lines 25-40), and a data set, wherein the data set is associated with the process execution (col. 5, 
lines 35-45). 

2 1 . For claim 9, Kraft teaches that the payload further comprises a set of security 
permissions, wherein the set of security permissions are associated with the process execution 
(col. 10, lines 5-35), and a financial data set, wherein the financial data set is associated with the 
process execution (col. 9, line 60 - col. 10, line 5). 

22. For claim 10, Kraft teaches that the agent comprises the payload containing programming 
instructions which, when executed by the server, a software data set is requested and configured 
to provide the payload the ability to perform the process execution (col. 7, lines 10-30). 

23. For claim 1 1 , Kraft teaches that the software data set comprises a set of functional 
parameters, a set of software libraries, or a set of activating programming instructions (col. 7, 
lines 10-30). 

24. Claims 13-16, and 18-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kraft and May as applied to claims 1, 12, 17 above, and further in view of Ellis (6,732,141). 

25. For claims 13 and 18, Kraft and May do not expressly disclose evaluating a payload 
comprises authenticating the payload and checking the payload for conformance to a set of 
protocols. Ellis teaches this limitation (col. 11, line 53 - col. 12, line 20). At the time the 
invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have added this limitation to Kraft to 
ensure that network hosts could perform the task (col. 11, lines 25-50). 

26. For claims 14 and 19, Kraft and May do not expressly disclose evaluating the payload 
comprises compiling a profile of the process execution. Ellis teaches this limitation (col. 10, 
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lines 34-55). At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
added this limitation to Kraft to ensure that network hosts could perform the task (col. 11, lines 
25-50). 

27. For claims 15 and 20, Kraft and May do not expressly disclose evaluating the payload 
comprises simulating the execution of the process. Ellis teaches this limitation (col. 10, lines 9- 
23). At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have added this 
limitation to Kraft in order to provide cost estimates before processing (col. 10, lines 13-15). 

28. For claims 16, 21, and 22, Kraft and May do not expressly disclose simulating the 
execution of the process comprises creating a portion of the process and executing it. Ellis 
teaches this limitation (col. 19, lines 30-40). At the time the invention was made, one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have added this limitation to Kraft in order to provide cost 
estimates before processing (col. 10, lines 13-15). 

29. Claims 23 and 24 are drawn to the limitations in claims 10 and 1 1, respectively. 
Therefore, since claims 10 and 1 1 are rejected, claims 23 and 24 are also rejected for the reasons 
above. 

Conclusion 

30. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

3 1 . Anonymous Auctions and Communications: Quelene (6,453,306), Kitazawa article, 
Gupta (6,446, 109), Hanna et al. (6,801,998), Faris et al. (6,677,858) 

32. Facilitation of Services Auctioning: Huberman (6,078,906), Franklin et al. (6,055,518), 
Woolston (6,202,051), Coyle (6,269,157). 
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33. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Melvin H. Pollack whose telephone number is (571) 272-3887. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-4:30 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Valencia Martin- Wallace can be reached on (571) 272-6159. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



27 April 2005 

VALENCIA MARTIN-WALLACE 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 3700 



